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No amendments have beea made. Claims 1-21 remain pending- 

Claim Reiftctinn Und^ 'i- TI.S.C. S 103 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-21 wder 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Scott et a. (US 6,484,260) in view of Davis (US 5,568,552), Labaton 
(US 2002/0191765) and Doub ct al. (US 6,594,762). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection. The applied references fail to disclose or suggest the inventions defined by Applicant's 
claims, and provide no teaching that would have suggested the desirability of modification to 
arrive at the claimed invention. 

With regard to independent claim 1, Scott in view of Davis, Labaton, and Doub fail to 
teach or suggest a policy manager component that, during a currently logged-in session of the 
user associated with the personal digital identifier device, directs at least one of the workstations 
to blank out a respective screen when a second personal digital identifier device is detected at a 
location within an envelope until such time as a user registered to said second personal digital 
identifier device is biometrically identified to have permission to view data of the currently 
logged-in session. Scott in view of Davis, Labaton, and Doub fail to teach or suggest similar 
elements of independent claims 9 and 17. 

In rejecting independent claims 1 , 9 and 1 7, the Examiner correctly recognized that Scott 
in view of Davis and Labaton failed to teach or suggest these elements. In particular, the 
Examiner admitted that Scott only discloses a user of a pe^onal digital identifier (PDI) 
approaching an ATM and being authenticated to access his or her information.' The Examiner 
then further admitted that Scott in view of Davis and Labaton failed to teach or suggest a policy 
manager component that directs the workstation to blank out the screen during a cuxrentiy 
logged-in session of the user associated with a first personal digital identifier device when a 
second personal digital identifier device is detected at a location within an envelope until such 
time as the user registered to the second personal digital identifier device is biometrically 
identified. 



* OfGce Action, page 10. 
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H^^.. *e conclude, Dau. .e^hes *cse el^ents ^ is=« o^- 

i_ ' A ^^^tf> H wice wbile the authorized remote device is in lug^ 
to authonzed remote device vmue <n ...„„,, „ ,2.35 FIG. 1 mS col. 4, 11. 26- 

tom U.e computer."^ For support, the Ex»m»«: cites col. 1, U. 12 35. FIQ 

""°:tuc».ta..^wl...Heco„cl„.ono.o,Mou.e..r.««».«of«-^ 

.Kc E— .3 own Cat^ert^tion of Doub does .0, tesC Applicant's ^^^^^^ 

C Zvis and Lobaton ftiled to teach or ^cst a policy tnanager condone., .hat pe,«>,n« 
r^IctionofactivelyMsn^n,.— -=creenev.dor,.sacorr«.^^^ 

can atrtl^rizcd user when a second personal distal Ulentifier devtce >""«««^^^* 
as the user registered to the second personal digi*- idenUfier devtce ts also b^ometncally 
^lal ,n contrast, the B.antinerhersc.charac.er..«.Poub as 

de„,in.»displayaccessofpe,^aldata,sensi«ved...to.uthorized,.mot=d^ccwh,le*e 

etherized remote device is in logged-in session and away ftont the computer. 

Notably, 40 E=«»mn^-s charaCeri^tion of Donb makes no r^er»tce .0 detccUon 
second device a. a,,. IctalonedudngacurrenUylog^-in session of^a«h<»«d^_ 
^cUted wi^afirst device. Moreover. theE.a»iner.scharacten»t.ono Do«^»Uyr^. 

denying a display access when that »..bod.cd user is away fern the computer. Thts ts 
Llociated withaarstdevicewhen.seconddevice is detected ™s.sptunafi.c.ev,de.=c 
Of the deflciency of Oouh -^^^J^ ^^^^ -.^llng a 

displayrrrreTwr^e^ectr^"----"----'"^ 
::^.ra„geofeacho.h..nd.sab,u«.he..a^wh.^^^ 

remote device not within the transnut range of each other. 



* Office Action, page 10- 
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the electronic device and the remote device are QUtol 
disabling of the display oidy occurs when the electron 

transmit range of each other. astauehthyDoubs.doesnot 

longer m range, n xne uevn^^ -ntirelv contradicts 

• 1 J ,w<^m»l first authenticalion code, the display conttoUK 2)0 i»Uliioi=»* 
„„,„dud.tl«coa».fitsta „_„„„jio„ai not «abU display 115 it the te«ot« 

A' i«,n«;'>5 rvoub only states that controller /iuwvM nut ^ 

toplayllS. Doobo ^^„^,^^«„^„h„othedle^layisalieady 
devioeisunautbonied. This.«hsretore,ro. . However, Doub does not 

disabled and tbe o.-, dcvic ^ ^ ^ » Tro^^the ;evio.s tcMes to 

conte,np.a.eU.esitua.ion»hete.nuWp.odcvieesa,ept»».w^«e^e^^^^ 

^ authorized user mat is alre^y logged-in. and a seoond devtce ,s deteeted th 

"■'^'rB=r;:rnote^...».o.^...e»^e.- 

.ba.su.es. — thesitu^onw—^^^^^^^ 
to an authorized t^er that is already logged-in, and a secon 



' Doub et al.. Col. 4, IL 38-40. 
'Doubet til.. Col. 4,1141-43. 



PAGE6l7«RCVDAT10M0062:52:16Pr,l[EastemDayfi9htTN'8VR:USPTWFX^^^^ 



10/e6/200S 13: 50 



6517351102 



SHUMAKER S SIEFFERT 



PAGE 07/07 



RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CECTER 



AppUcation Number 09/775^205 

Responsive to OfBcc Action mailed August 9, 2006 



OCT @ e 2Q06 



has not yet authorized. The combination proposed by the Examiner would not result in a system 
tliat blanks out a screen of a logged-in session of an authorized user when a second personal 
digital identifier device is detected^ as required by the independent claims. Instead, the teachings 
pointed to by the Examiner suggest that the system would enable the screen since the first device 
is an authorized device and, presumably, within transmit range. In fact, the system suggested by 
the Examiner would not take imy action until the first device is no longer in transmit range, 
which fails to teach or suggest the feature of Applicant's independent claims. 

For at least these reasons, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for non- 
patentability of Applicant's claims 1-21 under 35 U,S.C. 103(a), Withdrawal of this rejection is 



All claims in this application are in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfiilly 
requests reconsideration and prompt allowance of all pending claims. Please charge any 
additional fees or credit any overpayment to deposit account number 50-1778. The Examiner is 
invited to telephone the below-signed attomey to discuss this application. 



requested. 



CONCLUSION 
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